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E.F. JOHNSON COMPANY, 1270 FAIRFIELD RD., SUITE 30/P.0O. BOX 4116, GETTYSBURG, PA 17325

RICHARD F. FESER DOCKETF{LE OOPYQR]G/ ~ Telephone (717) 337-1137
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Director of Regulatory Affairs FAX: 717-337-1949

December 4, 1996

William F. Canton, Secretary DEC ¢ 1395
Federal Communications Commission

1919 M Street N. W. Fosrmt Crn
Roonm 222 Gffs
Washington, D.C. 20554

Reference: WT Docket No. 96-86, Motion For Late Filing
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Dear Sir:

Please accept this as a MOTION TO ACCEPT LATE FILED COMMENTS for WT
Docket No. 96-86. We request the Federal Communications Commission
(FCC) to accept these comments for filing past the filing date of
September 20, 1996. The reason for this request is as follows:

On September 20, 1996, the E. F. Johnson Company sent to the FCC
comments for the above mentioned Docket. These comments were
delivered, via United Parcel Service (UPS), at 0919 EST at the
"Reception Desk" at 1919 M St., N.W., Washington, D.C. They were
signed for by "Johnson." A copy of the receipt to attached for
your reference. To this date, these comments have not been
received by your office to become part of the original file.

We ask the Commission to accept this filing, even at this late date
since our showing indicates that the comments were in fact received
at 1919 M St., N.W. on the closing date for comments for Docket 96~
86. Second, the Docket is still open, the filing date for reply
comments was extended un December 16, 1996, thus no harm should be
caused to any party who is participating in this Docket.

We apologize to the Commission for this action, but to make our
comments part of the record of WT Docket No. 96-86, we request the
Commission to act favorably on our request.

Sincerely,

A AF D

Richard F. Feser
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION DEC 6 1595
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In the Matter of

The Development of Operational,

)

)

) WT Docket No. 96-86
Tachnical, and Spectrum Requirements )

)

)

)

for Meeting Federal, State and Local

Public Safety Agency Communication
Requirements Through the Year 2010

COMMENTS OF E.F. JOHNSON COMPANY

E.F. Johnson Company (E.F. Johnson or the Company) hercby submits its Comments in response
to the Notice of Praposed Rule Making (Notice) adopted in the above referenced proceeding.

1. INTRODUCTION

EF. Johnson iz 2 Minnecota based manufacturer of mobile radio equipment and has been in
" operation for over 65 years. The Company has been a leading provider of sonventional and trunked radios
and systems to businesses, SMR operators and subscribers, and public service operations both small and
lasge. By various measurcs, E.F. Johnson has carned the number three land mobile radio markes chare
position in the United States. As such, the Company has a significant interest in this proceeding and a
substantial understanding of marketplace requirements and offers the following observations and

recorunendations regarding this Notice.

II. PUBLIC SAFETY WIRELESS ADVISORY COUNCIL (PSWAC)

PSWAC was an extensive effort of public safety users and manufhcturers 1o develop a
comprehensive assessment of public safety communications and spestrum requirements. E.F. Johnson
participated in the subcommittee efforts involved and in the review process. The Company feels that the
process fairly resulted in accurate identification of today’s problems and concerns and projected public

safety user’s needs in the future within xcasonabic parameters. The Company fully supports the process.



The Draft PSWAC Final Report (Report) delineates several key concerns and resultant

recommendations that must be implemented to avoid a major predicament in the public safety area Thesc

are:

1.

The lack of interoperability between public safety agencies, whether due to technology or
spectrum assignments, Some level of interoperability is essential to assure inter-agency
communications during limes of disaster and other, less dramatic, dmaﬁoﬁ.s.

The lack of adequate radio spectrum for public safety users 1o be able to perform their
increasingly demanding and hazardous duties safely and cﬂ'mﬁvdy, tnday or in the future.
Additional specttum is a must, |

Advanced services that may substantislly improve the fandamental performanee of public
safety apencies are not fully imﬁlementahle due to the spectrum deficiency. Additional
spectrum is & muyst, |

E.F. Johnson strongly recommends that the Commission pursue all possible actions to

accomplish the above and other key recommendations in the PSWAC Report including the immediate

allocation of additional spectrum for public safety users.

m. APCOINASTDIFED PROJECT 25 STANDARD (PROJECT 25)

In 1989 a coalition of public safety users initiated a cooperative project to develop a digital

 trunking standard for public safety systems. The effort was guided by a stcering committee consisting of

aqual representation from cach of the local, statc and federal public safety user communities. Users

provided the functional requirements and manufacturers the technical responses needed for a standard

technology development directed to the following key requirements:

1

2.

3.

Provide needed features and funetionality

Improve spactrum efficiency

Facilitate competition among manufacturers and veadors
Assure intcroperability among users

Provide compatibility between systems



6. Facilitate migration from today’s sysiems to the most spectrum cfficient systems of tomorrow

m&m(mmm)mmﬁzsmmw«mqm, |
developing'tlwteqnhements and technology standards designed to be responsive to the key (and many
other) requirements users identified for Project 25. Public Safety users provided the requirements and
mnnﬂ'achmsprovi&edthcsoluﬂonshajointeﬁ'ort Projeazsconﬁnuestodcvclopmfmquircmmts
and technalogy for “Phase II" which will result in a further iznprovement of spectrum efficisncy to 4 10 1
gver current 25 K1z analog sysiems, E.F. Johnson has supported fully the Praject 25 effort from its

inception and continues 1o do s0. The Company offers the following observations regarding Project 25
Standards:

1. Project 25 Standards Have Been Uscr Driven From The Beginning.

None of the puﬁ&mﬂag nianufacmrers had all of their unique technologies selected for
the standard. All technology proposals were evalusied by the Project 25 Steering Commitiee
uting objective criteria focused on answering vser’s nocds. For example:

¢ pi/4 QPSKC modulation was sclected as fulfilling the requirements to provide
maximum data ratc within both 12,5 and 6,25 kHz channel baodwidths.

*  The Improved Multi-Band Excited (IMBE) Vocodar was sslected only afier a
comprehensive evaluation utilizing Mean Opinion Score comparisons among
competitive Vocoders including CELP and Motorola’s VSELP,

* The entirc digital tignaling format, frame, and word definitions were developed
“from scratch”™ to meet the oversll requircments defined by users.

‘= Frequency Division Multiple Access (FDMA) technology was selected by the
Steering Comumittee as the most flexible system approach to satisfy user
requirements, including talkaround and easy migration. Time Division Multiple
Access (TDMA) mdlCod: Division Multiple Access (CDMA) did not meet user’s
needs. |
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Standard. Important compatihility ixsucs have boen resoived among mapufacturers of adice and
infrastructure; additional compatibility specifications are being developed in conjunction with

periphetal supplicrs such as console manufacturcrs.

3. Project 25 Standards Are Supported By Multiple Manufacurers

Since the beginning of the Project 25 effort, several unexpected radic manufacturers have
nmﬁuﬁassﬁwunnkhanﬂnuhuhdblxnmﬂmSumnwruﬂklmlfnmunuf
International, Garmin, and Midland; (existing manufucturers included E.F. Jobnson and
Motorola). We understand that all of these manufacturers have signed Intellectual Property Right
amnagumum§snumﬂuuammauanmpmmknwhmmmmmxANRmNNand'
Understanding that assures reasonable and non-discriminatory access to IPRs for Project 25 has
also been exccuted among all of the manufacturers involved in the process, including Ericsson,
Maxon, Standard and others. Competition is being enhanced and the barriers 1a catry have been
lowered by the development of technology standardization |

4. SUMMARY
EF. Johnson recommends that the Key Recommendations in the PSWAC Report be implemanted
and that Interopcrability be assured by mandite of the APCO/NASTD/FED Project 25 Standards.

A

Richarad F. Feser
Director, Ragulatory Affairs



